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REMARK.? 

_ . u In the 0ffice A °tion of September 29, 20 04 

r:rr r r ted to ciaim 1 ^ * **™i ity : 

Claim, 1-3, 5 and 8~l 0 ar, rejected under 35 USC 102(a) Is 

TZ/TT ted ^ COSt6ll ° 300a /°"7 M5 , ■ Claims «, 6 
7 and 11-17 are rejected under 35 USC 103 r*» „ k 
unp atOTtable over Oostello ln vit „ of Hu - - ^ « ^ 

The Office Action of September 29 2004 

appl 10 at 10 „ ; claim ! has been amende d. Tha amendInenC does ^ 

add new matter. oc 

that clai m i ha In T 0ffiCS ACti ° n ' EXam±ner has ata ted 

Claim 1 T k 3 P iS 3— tically incorrect 

Claim l has been atnended fco cQrrect fche ^ informal . ty Ct - 

Applacant respectfully traverses the rejection of 
claims 1-17 under 35 rt^r am-,/ ^ ^jccuon oi 

unaer 35 USC §lo 2 (a) or 35 USC §103 (a) , for th«* 
reason that the cited art does not teach, anticipate ol 
render o bvio the invention Qf ^ _ ^ ~ 

element, of the claims comblns , tiorl , or ^ *" ° f . th « 
e^iva la „ tB . functionin9 in aubatanti ali ; th t e he s ^ =h — 1 

« 11384), in evaluating the sufficient ^ 
anticipation rejection under 35 USC §102: U " iCienCy ° f 

-SSi^^J^"- P«-nc. in a 

r h - d ^"e?JSs ,c ; f di t s lo :si« o S 

invention, arranged as in the claim - d 
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Furthermore, it is noted in MPEP Section 70 6 that 
the standard of patentability to be followed in the 
examination of a patent application is that which was 
enunciated by the Supreme Court in Graham v. John Deere . 148 
USPQ 459 (1966) , where the Court stated: 

"Under Section 103 , the scope and the 
content of the prior art are to be 
determined; differences between the prior 
art and the claims at issue are to be 
ascertained; and the level of ordinary 
skill in the pertinent art resolved." 

In considering the Costello document cited by the 
Examiner, it is respectfully submitted that this document does 
not anticipate the subject invention. The Costello document 
claims a computerized system and method for guiding service 
personnel through the repair steps when working with 
replacement parts. The Costello publication does not in any 
way disclose retaining information relating to a specific 
part, to track the history of the specific part. The subject 
application discloses and claims the capability of monitoring 
the status of each part, including whether it needs repair, 
without guiding a user through repair steps. The cited 
reference does not teach or suggest knowledge and tools for 
solving providing significant details of a part, including 
condition, ownership, quantity, etc. Costello, rather, 
proposes directing a user through repair steps relating to a 
family or generic set of parts. It is respectfully submitted, 
therefore, that independent claims 1 and 11 of the subject 
application are not anticipated by the cited document. 

Even if one were to combine the service personnel 
guidance method of Costello with the Huang patent, one would 
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still not be led to the subject invention- Huang discloses 
a system for supporting management decisions along a supply 
chain, but again does not propose tracking specific parts. 
Huang does not teach, disclose or suggest communicating non- 
serviceable hardware and repair developments, as does the 
sub j ect invention . 

In light of the amendments and remarks herein , it 
is respectfully suggested that none of the claims of the 
subject application are anticipated or obviated by the cited 
documents, taken singularly or in combination, since the cited 
documents fail to disclose the elements of the claimed 
invention, arranged as in the claim, with the purpose defined 
in the subject application. 

Claims 2-8/ 10-15 and 17-20 depend from 
independent claims 1, 9 and 16 to contain all of the 
limitations found therein. By this dependency, it is 
submitted that these claims are not anticipated, taught , or 
rendered obvious by the cited document. Additionally, these 
claims add further limitations which distinguish them 
patentably from the cited documents- Accordingly, withdrawal 
of the rejection of all of the claims of the application is 
respectfully requested. 

Applicants 1 attorney has reviewed the 
additional art cited by but not relied upon by the Examiner. 
That document does not teach, anticipate, or render obvious, 
when taken singularly or in combination with the relied upon 
art, the invention of applicants disclosed in the subject 
application. 

in view of the foregoing remarks, the 
undersigned attorney respectfully submits that all Of the 
claims of the application are clearly allowable* Therefore, 
Applicant's attorney respectfully requests that the Examiner's 
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objections and rejections be withdrawn and that a formal 
Notice of Allowance be issued thereon. 
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